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of business as the natural and direct result pro-
duced, and perhaps intended to be produced."

Moreover, the special damage must be the
natural and probable result of the words com-
plained of (q); and therefore a person is not
liable for damage caused by the repetition of
slanders of which he himself was the originator,
unless such repetition was the natural and pro-
bable result of such original publication, or was
expressly or impliedly authorized by him (r).

Thus, if A. utters a slander affecting B. to C.,
and 0. repeats it to D., who repeats it to E., then,
subject to the two exceptions just mentioned,
A. is not liable for damage caused by the repeti-
tion of the slander by C. to D., or by D. to E.

In Speight v. Gosnay (s), the defendant uttered
a slander consisting of a false imputation upon
the chastity of the plaintiff, an unmarried
woman (t), in the presence of the plaintiff's
mother. The mother repeated it to the plaintiff,
who repeated it to the man to whom she was

(q) Lumley v. Qye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216; 22 L. J. Q. B.
463; per Lord Wensleydale, in Lynch v. Knight and Wife
(1861), 9 H. L. C. at p. 600; Bowenv. Hall (1881), 6 Q. B. D.
333.

(r) Adams v. Kelly (1824), Ey. & Moo. 157; Ward v. Weelw
(1830), 7 Bing. 211; 4 M. & P. 796; ParJcins et ux. v. Scott
et ux. (1862), 1 H. & C. 153; 31 L. J. Ex. 331; Biding v.
Smith (1876), 1 Ex. D. 91; 45 L. J. Ex. 281; Ecklin v. Little
(1890), 6 Times L. E. 366; Sjpeight v. Gosnay (1891), 60 L. J.
Q. B. 231; 55 J. P. 501.

(*) (1891), 60 L. J. Q. B. 231; 55 J. P. 501.

(/) Sucli an imputation would now be actionable without
proof of special damage. See pp. 36, 37, infra.